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2lmerican ^cfiool 
of Clas;s;icadl ^tubtes; 
at atfjensi- 



A DECREE IN HONOR OF ARTEMIDORUS^ 



The inscription which forms the subject of the present paper 
is recorded on a block of Hymettian marble, and was found in 
a mediaeval wall northeast of the Propylaea on the Acropolis 
at Athens (wall marked 5, Plate 1, Cavvadias und Kawerau, 
Die Ausgrabung der Akropolis). The stone is broken on all 
sides, except for a small portion on the right. The inscribed 
surface is 0.41 m. long on the left, 0.46 m. on the right, and 
0.23 m. wide. The block varies in thickness from 0.14 m. at 
the base to 0.115 m. at the top. The letters which are 0.005 m, 
high and spaced 0.01 m. apart, are written stoichedon. When 
the stone was removed from the wall, the letters were completely 
filled with a deposit of lime from the cement mortar. Water 
had worked its way across the top and the right side, corroding 
the surface so badly that these portions of the inscription were 
almost entirely undecipherable. The deposit of lime on the 
soft and corroded surface made the task of cleaning most diffi- 
cult. The reading of the inscription was further complicated 
by the numerous faults and seams in the surface of the stone. 

A photograph (Fig. 1), the text printed in capitals, and the 
text with restorations are given here in succession. 

^This inscription is now published by Kirchner as I.G. 11^, 663. The 
document was found while I was a member of the American School of Classical 
Studies at Athens in the winter of 1910, and this paper was prepared in that 
year. I am under many obligations to Mr. Hill, director of the American 
School of Classical Studies at Athens, and to the Greek officials, especially 
Messrs. Skias and Leonardos, for facilitating my harmless operations as 
Toix(aphxo^ on the Acropolis, and my researches in the Epigraphical Museum 
at Athens. Professor Chase has given me no little help by thoroughly revis- 
ing the manuscript of this paper, and in the whole series of papers of which 
this is the third and last Professor Fowler has generously given of his time and 
labor in correcting mistakes in manuscript and proof. 

American Journal of Archaeology, Second Series. Journal of the 165 

Archaeological Institute of America, Vol. XVIII (1914) No. 2. 



166 



ALLAN C. JOHNSON 




Figure 1. — Decree in Honor of Artemidorus 
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Text 





/ E 






1 A k 






1 A Y § 


1 / 


H N A 


1 n N K A 1 




\ EM r / 


T 1 K A 1 


1 P 



lYTEPTOYAHMO^ 

AilCAITAI^rPE^BE 

^AOMENA i ^PPO^TON 

ETAIEI^OTIANAYT 

10 ElArAOEIAEAOXO 



POEAPOYSOITINE 


L. 


N TQ 1 A 


H Mn 1 E 1 S T H 




X P H M A 


T 1 § A 1 P E P 




§ Y \B A A A E 


SOATHSBON 


\ll 


r 1 A K E 


1 T E 1 B Y A E 


E 


^ M 1 A n P N 


APOAAOAQP 


Y 


ETHSENEK 


A K A 1 E Y N 1 


§ 


\ § 1 A E A A Y 


SIMAXONKA 


P 


"ONAOHNA 


1 Q NKA 1 § T E 




S f E <t> A N n 1 


KATATONNOMO 


■) N AO H N A 1 


N K A 1 T Y 


E K 


< A 1 r P A Y A 


SOAI't'YAHS 


K A 


P 1 A § H§ 


ANBOYAHTA 


1 K 


Y § A E r P 


Y T A NE 1 § 


Y § 


_T0 YMOY 


N 1 X 1 Q N S \ 


H N 


r A YTO YTH 


N Y H to N E 1 § 


T H 


H§ 1 AN K A 1 


E S / 


E 


_ 1 N A Y rn 1 




1 A 


< INTAAHMO 


i. 1 _ 1 1 


' P 


A A ON H 1 r A 


§• 1 X P E 1 




H MQ 1 E 1 AO 


T AS OT 1 




S ' A T A I 1 A 


§ TQ N E Y - 




\YA lAETOA ETOYh 




ATONKATA 


r P Y TA Nl 




1 N E 1 K A 1 § T 


H § A 1 E N A r / 




NANATPA^H 


N TH § § TH y " 




E r 1 T H 1 A 1 


1 K H S E 1 





35 



Note. — Letters marked with a point beneath are very obscure on the stone. 
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In the first line there is a very faint trace of a sloping hasta 
which would be a part of an A or A or M and lines which may- 
be a part of an E or ^. Since no restoration seems to fit such 
a combination of letters, these marks may be due solely to 
corrosion by water. In line 2 the first letter has the form H 
on the stone, but the spacing is against regarding this as a nu. 
It must be iota, and the second and third hastae are due to seams 
on the surface of the stone. Similarly in line 4, the letter fol- 
lowing Kal appears as FT. It is impossible to determine which of 
these strokes, if any, belong to the original letter. We may 
exclude T or P , since the restoration with either of these letters 
is difficult and improbable. It is quite possible that the correct 
reading is E. At the beginning of line 6, the slanting hasta of 
the final A in jSaaCKea is clear. The first letter in line 6 is un- 
certain, but it is probably iota as that letter suits the spacing 
best. In line 16 the first letter appears on the stone as "3. 
This is the right half of an E, and the vertical bar on the right is 
a seam in the stone. In line 14 the final iota of the infinitive 
has been omitted by the stonecutter, a lipography probably due 
to the following tau. In line 29 the twelfth letter can only be 
the bottom stroke of A, E, I or I; the thirteenth may be I, T or Y; 
the fourteenth may be T, K P or P. The upper half of the right 
hasta of H before the P at the end of the line is still preserved* 
At the end of line 35 there is a sloping hasta which must belong 
to A, unless it is a fault in the surface of the stone. In line 37 
the first letter is undoubtedly ^, as the ends of the sloping outer 
bars still remain on the stone. 

Text With Restorations 

6 deiva • , • « 

elTrev ' eTreidi] 'Apr€/x£5wpo- 

s e/x wiareL Kal 0tXta cov /3- 

acrtXecos AvaL/xdxov Kal ctTrocrreXXo/xe- 
1 vos ^ird Tov ^aatXecjos Avat/xaxov wpos 

TOP drjfJLov Kara rds Trpeape]ias [evvoia' 

V kvbdKVVTai rw jSacrtXeT] Ai;(r[t/Aaxco- 

L Kal tQ drjfjLcp tQ *K6\7]vaioiV Kal [ . . . . 
5 s TOV ^aaiXea ] k/x Trlav]rl /cat[p45 . . 

] virep TOV d7]fjLo[v dya- 

6dv 6,TL av 8vvr]T]aL Kal rats Trpea^e[ia- 
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LS rats aTro(TTe]X\oiJL€vaLs wpos rov [jSa- 
aCKka (Tvvayo)v{i)^\eTai ds OjTl av ai)r[6v 

10 wapaKoXcoaLv' ruxjet d7a^€t 8ed6x0[ai 
T€L ^ovXeu Tovs Tr]pokdpovs OLTLve[s a- 
V irpoebpehoidiv e\v rw 5^/xcp ds Tri[v tt- 
pcoTTjv eKKKTjalav] xP^MCtTtcat wep[l ab- 
rov, yv6)iJirjv de ]avfJLPa\\ea6a{L) rrjs fio[vXij' 

15 s ds rov drjfjiov 6]rL doKei rh ^ovXeli] k- 
[waLveaai * Apre]fxi8o)pov *AiroX\o86)p[o]v 

[ dpe]rrjs eveKa Kal ei}vol[a]s 

[rTJs wpos rov pa](TLKea AvalfJLaxov Kal tt- 
Ifids rov drjfxov] rov *A[d]r]vaio)v /cat (rr€[0a- 

20 V(h(Tai XP^^^\ ar€(l>avco Kara rov vofjLO- 

[v, elvai 8e ai;rd]v 'ASrjvalov Kal rov[s] h- 
[y6vovs aifTov] Kal ypaxl/aaBai <f)v\ris /ca- 
\l drjfjLov Kal ^par]ptas rjs av 0ovX7]raL k- 
[ara rov vofiov, ro]vs de Trpvraveis [r]o\}s 

25 [Trpvrav€VOvras\ rov M.ovvlxioovos [/a]^?'- 

\6s Bovvai irepYi ahrov rrjv \l/rj(j)ov e[l]s rrj* 
[v wpo^rrjv kKK\]r]alav Ka[l rovs] dealplode^ 
[ras elar ay ay etlv ahrQ [rriv 5o/ct/Aa(r]ta- 
[v orav TrKr]p(h(i\Lv ra b7jiw(n{a 5t/ca(rri7]p- 

30 [ta ^TTcos €0d/At]XXoj^ y ira<n XP^^i'^^ Trap* 
kxeordai rQ b\f]Hio eldoras on [ko/jllo- 
vvrai xctp^TaJs Mara^tas rcbv ei)[epyer-' 
Tjnarccv' avaypa]\l/aL 8^ rode rb ^[i7</)t(rjua 
rov ypa/xfjLare]a rdv Kara 7rpvrav[eiav e- 

35 V arrjXei \L6]lveL Kal arTJaraL ev 'AyXlai)- 
pov ' els 8e r7}]v avaypacjyriv rijs (Trri\\r]s At- 
ep'KTat, rovs\ eirl rfi diOLKrjaei. 

The restorations in this inscription have been made with the 
aid of the formulae usual in decrees granting citizenship. The 
first few lines, however, have nothing in common with this class 
of inscriptions, and diverge considerably from the usual phrase- 
ology. In inscriptions of this type, the formulae grow steadily 
more elaborate during the Hellenistic period, while the value 
of the honor steadily declines. There is a striking similarity 
in this decree to /. G. IP, 662, which is also very fragmentary. 
Both seem to deal with the same subject and to be worded 
exactly alike. Both were passed on the same day and it is 
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quite possible that they are duplicates. If so, LG, IP, 662 
must have been set up by Artemidorus or his family. In the 
new decree, at least, no instructions are given the secretary to 
set up the official copy in duplicate. For purposes of comparison 
the text and restoration of LG, 11^, 662 are given below. 

POP lAO^ENATH^P 



Nl E A 1 


TP 1 AKOSTEI 


NPPOEAPQNEP 


E Y H 




E AOI E 


NTH 


TO § 


A * 1 A N A 1 


OS 


: 1 K A 


1 <t> 1 A 1 A 1 


n N T 


M E 


NOSYPOTOYB 


TAT 


A ? P P E S B 


E 1 A 


Y t 1 


M A X Q 1 K A 


1 TQ 


ST0NBA5IAE 


A EM 


EPTOYAHMOYA 


TAG 


1 § T 


A 1 § A P OS 


TEA 


I ET 


A 1 E 1 ? OT 


1 A 




TH 1 P 


" ^ 



[km AioKXeovs apxovros eirl rrjs KeK]poTl8os evaTrjs tt- 
[pVTaveias. *EXa0^/3oXta;j'os eveu /cat] veau rpLaKOcrtL 
[rijs irpvTavdas' eKK\rjala Kvpla' Tcb]v Tpoedpcov kTrepi]* 

[(j>i^€V 6 beiva rov delvos ] vacat. edo^ev rrj- 

[l ^ovXfj Kal tQ 87)^03 ]tos 'A^tSj'aTos vacat 

[elwev' v^ . €7r€t5^ 'ApTeixldcopos e/x Trl(TT]eL Kal (jyiKla ojv r- 
[ov ^aaiXeojs Avaifxaxov Kal airoaTeW]6iJLevos vto tov /3- 
[aaiXecos AvaLfxaxov irpds tov drjuov (?) /ca]rd rets Trpea^ela' 
[s evvoLav evdeUvvTaL rco fiaaCKei Ajucrt/idxcj? Kal rw- 
[t bi}ixco Tco 'Adrjvaicov Kal eTavL0}v(1) irpd]s rov jSacrtXea efx 
[iravTl Kaipco (j>p0VTi^03V biarekei (?) U7r]ep rov drjfwv ayaB* 
{6v OjTL av dvvrjTac v^ . /cat rats Trpecr/^etajts rats aTrocrreX- 
[Xo/x€vats irpos tov jSacrtXea avvaywvL]^eTaL els on b\y\ 
[a^^roj' 7rapaKa\cb(TLV v^ . ruxet dya^et dedoxOac] rg /3o[uX-] 

ifi ]. 

^ V . = one space vacant. 

In the new inscription the following points of difference may 
be noted: If the strokes indicated in line 1 of the facsimile are 
parts of original letters, we must read AE, AE, ME or possibly 
A^. None of these readings allow us to make a restoration 
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of the opening formula similar to that of LG, 11^, 662. The 
only combination which corresponds to any of the suggested 
readings is the following: 

[eireidi} 'AprejutSwpos e/x 

[iriaTei /cat (j}i\iciL earl tool jSa(rt]Xe[T Aucrt-] 
[judxwt /cat /card rds 7rpe(rjSe]tas [euvotav] 
[kvdelKvvTaL roa jSacrtXet] Au(rt[/xdxwt /cat ] 
[rwt 5?7/xwt Twt 'Adrjvaicov ktS], 

This restoration is quite different from that of LG, 11^ 662, 
but since the remainder of the latter inscription so closely re- 
sembles LG. IP, 663, it is quite possible that we should reject 
the suggested reading in line 1 of LG, 11^ 663, and make the 
same restoration as in the other. 

The name of the king, Lysimachus, which is to be restored 
in line 2 from line 17, gives an important clue to the date of 
the document. Friendly relations between the Athenians and 
Lysimachus existed only in the years 301/0—294/5 and 288/7 
— 282/1 B.C. (Cf. Ferguson, Hellenistic Athens, p. 147, note 1: 
Tarn, Antigonos Gonatas, p. 101.) This document must, there- 
fore, be placed within these limits. 

The phrase /card rds irpecrPeias is also restored in LG, 11^, 662. 
/card must have the meaning ''in regard to^^ or ''in connection 
with. '^ This use is very common in the formula e/c ra)v els ra /card 
\f/r](j)i(TiJLaTa avaXLaKOfxevcov rw drjjjicp {LG. IP, 106, et passim) and 
sometimes in regard to reUgious ceremonies as rwv /card Trjv Seov 
{LG. II, 5, 618 b.) and ra /card rds Bvcrias (Dittenberger, S.LG.^ 
II, 927) but the preposition does not occur elsewhere in Attic 
inscriptions in this combination. The restoration [ixelra rds 
irpeaPelas while easier to explain from a syntactical point of 
view, does not accord with the use of the present tense through- 
out the preamble. 

The use of the plural rds wpea^eias points to several em- 
bassies. It is known that Philippides went up to the court of 
Lysimachus in 299/8 B.C., when he secured a gift of corn for 
Athens and also a mast and sail for the Panathenaic procession 
{LG. 11^, 657). It is uncertain whether these gifts were obtained 
as a result of one or more visits. Demochares went at least 
twice to the same court, receiving at one time thirty, and at 
another one hundred talents of silver (Pseudo-Plutarch, Vitae 
X Oratorum, 851 E, /cat TrpeaPeifaavTL irpos Avcrlixaxov /cat XajSovrt roj 
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drffxcc TpLCLKovra Tokavra apyvplov /cat iroCKiv erepa eKarov), The em- 
bassies of Demochares were sent apparently ca, 288/7 b.c, not 
long after his restoration (Tarn, Antigonos Gonatas pp. 92 ff., 
416 ff). If we are correct in dating /.(?. 11^, 662 in the archon- 
ship of Diodes, there can be no doubt that these embassies relate 
in some way to those of Demochares in the same year. 

In restoring lines 1-2, the new inscription furnishes /cat while 
LG. IP, 662 gives . . ]s rdv PacCkka, If we combine the two, 
there are still nine letters to be restored in the new decree and 
ten in /.(?. 11^, 662. The letter following Kal in the new inscrip- 
tion is doubtful, but may be either E, T or P . None of the usual 
formulae apply in any case. It is possible that we should restore 
\kirav{i)(hv 7rp6]s or \eTravL(hv et]s in this decree and [/cat eiravioiv Trpo\s 
or [v^ . /cat eiravLobv et]s in LG, 11^, 662. If the restoration dTroo-reXXo- 
fxevos is correct, it is clear that some word implying the return of 
Artemidorus to the royal court is necessary. The restoration 
aveXdcbv irpbs, which would fill the gap, does not seem consistent 
with the use of the present participle cnrocTTeKKbixevos, nor does it 
accord with the apparent traces of letters on the stone, kiravioiv 
is not elsewhere found in the Attic \prj(l)i(TfjLaTa, but it is difficult 
to find any other restoration which gives a satisfactory meaning. 

In lines 4-5 a word or phrase of sixteen letters is required. 
The lacuna in 7. G. IP, 662, line 11, is of the same length. The 
usual formula with vTep rod drjfJLov is X€7et /cat Tparrei or Xeycov /cat 
TrpcLTTcov {LG, IP, 498, 650, etc.), but these phrases have only 
fifteen letters each. Since it is very unlikely that one space 
would have been left unfilled in both inscriptions, some other 
formula must be restored. In the new inscription there are indi- 
cations which lead us to believe that the phrase ended in the 
letter iota. If a verb is used in the phrase, it must be in the 
present tense to conform with avvaycovl^eraL in line 9. Perhaps 
we should restore ^povtI^o^v harekel (cf. I,G, IP, 786). 

In lines 5-6 there is a difference of one space in the lacuna^ 
as compared with the corresponding lines in I,G, IP, 662. The 
phrase ayaSbv on av dvvrjrai is undoubtedly the correct restoration 
in the new inscription. In LG, IP, 662 we may either restore a 
different combination or else assume that one space was left 

^ u . = one space vacant. It may be noted that the stonecutter in I.G. II*, 
662 apparently left one space vacant between clauses and sentences for punc- 
tuation. 
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vacant as a mark of punctuation. The latter is more probable 
as such appears to be the practice in this inscription. 

In line 9 the stoichedon arrangement of the letters has not 
been kept in the first part of the line, or else the stonecutter 
has omitted one letter. In line 14 we have another example 
of the careless workmanship on this stone. As the letter iota 
was omitted in the latter case, we should probably read awa- 
yoov(l)^eTaL in the former, assuming that the stonecutter confused 
the letter with the straight vertical hasta of the preceding nu, 
while in line 18 his eye was caught by the following tau, 

L. 10. The use of the old Attic forms in the dative singular 
of the first declension is found consistently in this decree in 
established formulas as ayaSei tvx^l, Uo^ev ret fiovXei and the like. 
This is due to a fondness for archaisms which sprang up in the 
fourth century (Schwyzer-Meisterhans, Grammatik der Attischen 
Inschriften, p. 39). It does not extend, however, to formulae 
which came into use after 400 B.C., cf. eirl rfj bioiKi^aei (line 37). 

L. 11. oLTLves av wpoedpevjoaLv. This variant of the usual formula 
is found nowhere else in the Attic decrees, although almost all the 
possible varieties of syntactical construction are known (Larfeld, 
Handhuch der Griechischen Epigraphikj II, pp. 667 ff.). 

L. 17. The demotikon of Artemidorus must consist of nine 
letters. We are probably justified in limiting his home to the 
vicinity of Asia Minor or Macedonia. The words Auo-t/^axea, or 
l^fjLvpvalov are of the requisite length. The latter is probably 
the correct restoration, for we know that Lysimachus rebuilt 
the city of Smyrna and must, therefore, have had a great per- 
sonal interest in its people. Moreover, the names Artemidorus 
and ApoUodorus appear on coins in Smyrna as magistrates of 
that city in the second century (Mionnet, Description de Medailles 
antiques grecques et romaines, Vol. Ill, pp. 192-3). Artemidorus, 
who evidently was in high favor at court, may have persuaded 
the king to restore his native city, and he was probably the 
founder of the family which later gave these two magistrates 
to the new city. I.G. II, 5, 3362 b. is a gravestone found in 
the Piraeus with the inscription ' AToWodcopos ^fjLvpvoLos. 

L. 20. The formula /card rdv vo/jlov in connection with crowns 
is not found before 303/2 b.c. when it supplants the former 
custom of naming the value of the crown. Apparently in this 
year or in the period of the ''Four Years' War'' a law was 
passed regulating their value and establishing a fixed price. 
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Owing to the unsatisfactory state of the Athenian treasury at 
this time, the value could not have been a high one (Schmitt- 
henner, De Coronarum apud Athenienses Honorihus, p. 19, Tod, 
B.S,A, 1903, pp. 165 ff.). It should be noted that most of the 
crowns given between 306/5 and 303/2 b.c. were of olive {I.G. 
IP, 479, 483, 487). 

In determining the date of this i^scription I undertook a 
study of the formulae used in granting citizenship to aliens, 
and the results are given in part in the notes on the following 
lines. Although I have not carried the study beyond the year 
282 B.C., the variations in the phraseology of the formulae 
seem to be closely connected with the various political changes 
of the times, and an investigation of the later history of the 
formula should be of value, not only in studying the shift of 
political parties, but also in dating inscriptions of the third and 
second centuries b.c. 

LI. 22-23. When decrees conferring citizenship first appear 
in the Athenian documents, the choice of tribe, deme and phratry 
was unrestricted, and the new citizen enrolled himself as he 
pleased. The formula ypaypaadai (eXeadaL) (/)uX^s /cat drjfiov /cat 
</>parptas ^s av fioi)\'r)Tai remains constant in all inscriptions of the 
fourth century until m. 334 b.c. There is one exception. The 
Samians (I.G. IP, 1) are distributed in equal numbers amongst 
the ten tribes. It is apparent in their case that this division 
was required so that they could not acquire undue political in- 
fluence in any one tribe. In I.G. IP, 350 we find a new addition 
to the regular formula, for the phrase /card t6v vbnov appears for 
the first time. This new formula must refer to a restrictive law 
of some kind. The nature of the restriction is never defined, and 
may have varied in different periods. The formulae Tr\'Y]v o^v ol 
vofiOL airayopevovo-LV {LG. IP, 336, 385), /cat o)v ol vofJLOL KeXevovacv 
(I.G. IP, 448) or &v ol vS/xol Uyovacv {I.G. IP, 222, 405) may imply 
that at certain periods there were several laws covering the 
naturalization of aliens, though it might be unsafe to press the 
point that these formulae differ from the phrase /card rov vb^ov in 
effect. It is unfortunate that I.G. IP, 336 is so fragmentary. If 
we could be certain that the correct reading and restoration is 
given there (etj^at 5' ai}T6\v (jyparplas yevkcrBai Tr\[ri\v [o^v ol vofWL awayo- 
peijovacv]) we might infer that the phratry was the important point 
in the new law, and that while a new citizen might enrol in any tribe 
and deme, the brotherhoods were more exclusive and admission 
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in some was prohibited, and the new member could only enrol in 
certain phratries specified by law (/cat o)v ol vofxoL KeKevovatv or cov ol 
vofWL \eyovaiv). As was feared in the case of the Samians, new 
citizens might have been flocking to the same phratry and gaining 
too much political influence, or, more likely, the state deemed it 
wiser for these new citizens, who were generally wealthy, to be 
more evenly distributed over the country. Perhaps the pro- 
hibition had to do with border demes, for about the year 325 B.C. 
the right of aliens to acquire land on the border was forbidden, 
(Wilhelm, Wiener Studien, 1907, p. 1, Thalheim, P.W. s.v. 
eyKT7}ais). 

The earUest datable appearance of the restriction appears 
in 331/0 (/.(?. IP, 350). It is possible that the second decree 
in /.(?. IP, 336 may be earlier, but Kirchner seems to be correct 
in placing it after 318/7. From the first decree on this stone 
we learn that the restriction was not in force in 334 b.c, so 
we are able to date the enactment of the law with tolerable 
accuracy, that is, between 334 and 331. We may go a step 
farther and claim that it was enacted by the oligarchical pro- 
Macedonian party under Demades, which supplanted Demos- 
thenes and his party after the fall of Thebes. 

It may be objected to this theory that LG. IP, 222 proves 
that the restriction was enforced some ten years earUer. But 
if so it was repealed between 338/7 and 334/3 (LG. IP, 237, 
336). The history of the period does not warrant this, and we 
see no good reason why I,G. IP, 222 should not be placed after 
334 B.C. The formula of citizenship certainly implies the later 
date. 

Once the restriction went on the statute-books it proved ac- 
ceptable to all parties, and though changes may have been made, 
if that is what we are to infer from the varying formulae, there 
is only one period where there seems to be any repeal. When 
the oligarchical democracy came into power in 322/19 B.C. 
(Ferguson, Hellenistic Athens, p. 22) the restriction seems to 
have been removed for a time. A scrutiny of the gift was then 
required in its stead (I.G. IP, 398). Apparently the change 
was made towards the close of the regime, for some of the in- 
scriptions of the period contain the restriction. The documents 
which concern our study under the rule of Demetrius of Pha- 
lerum, only reaffirm previous gifts of citizenship which seem 
to have been annulled during the oUgarchy of 322-19. Euphron 
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of Sicyon had been made a citizen in 323 when he had been 
restricted in his enrolment according to law. In 318 he was 
readmitted on the same terms, that is, with the same restric- 
tions (I.G. 11^, 448). The other case is that of Archippus who 
had been given citizenship without restriction in 334, but when 
he was readmitted after 318, he was not allowed to exercise free 
choice in regard to his phratry. We may infer that in 334 he 
had entered a phratry which had since been closed by law to 
aliens, and Archippus was no longer free to enrol himself therein 
(LG. IF, 336). The phrase seems to have been added as an 
afterthought because the line is crowded in at the bottom of 
the decree. Perhaps it is a rider added later when Archippus 
sought to reenter his old phratry and the Athenians had to 
amend their decree. It may be that the full phrase would have 
been added if there had been room, but through lack of space 
the stonecutter inserted what he considered the essential part 
of the formula. This is unlikely however, because he could 
have used part of the preceding line and thus, by crowding a 
little, worked in the whole phrase. 

There is an apparent exception to this law in LG. W, 553, 
which is dated between 307--5 b.c. In this decree a Neaian 
is honored, but whatever aSovaiaaaadai may mean, it does not give 
the full rights of citizenship as implied in ypa\l/aa6ai and hence 
cannot be counted as a real exception. The decree probably 
confers certain festival privileges only, and does not .carry with 
it the rights of citizenship. In those decrees which confer full 
citizenship under the rule of Antigonus and Demetrius the restric- 
tion always appears (cf. /.(?. IF, 507, 508, 576, 577; probably 570 
should be dated after 279 b. c. instead of in 307-1 as placed by 
Kirchner). Between 301 and 295 b. c. there is only one decree 
which deals with citizenship (LG. IF, 643), and it is so frag- 
mentary that we cannot determine anything beyond the fact 
that the individuals concerned are apparently reaffirmed in their 
citizenship. 

After the fall of Athens in 294 b.c. we find that the law has 
been repealed (LG. IF, 646). It is impossible to determine 
the date of the repeal because of our scanty evidence, but it seems 
more reasonable to place the responsibility on the shoulders 
of the restored democracy in 301 b.c. than on the tyrant Lachares 
or on the pro-Macedonian oligarchs in 294. This at least we 
know. The oligarchs did not revive the restriction after Athens 
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came into the hands of Demetrius, and we may be sure that 
they did not enact it during their regime. ^ 

When the democracy was restored in 288 b.c. after the expul- 
sion of Demetrius, the laws affecting citizenship were revised. 
During the democratic r^ime we find decrees of citizenship 
almost invariably imposing the restriction. In /.(?. IP, 652 
the formula Kadawep ol Trpbyovoi avTov is possibly the old restriction 
/card Tov vbyLov in a new dress. The only exception in the period 
is /.(?. IP, 654, in which the king, Audoleon, is presented with 
Athenian citizenship. His royal gifts and still more royal promises 
to help in recovering Piraeus were enough to give him entrance 
whither he would. The abrogation of the law in his case sup- 
ports the theory that the restriction applied to aristocratic 
phratries.2 The new inscription which confers citizenship upon 
Artemidorus /card rbv vofjLov is, therefore, to be dated under the 
democratic government which existed between 288-280 rather 
than under the democracy of 301-296 b.c. 

L. 24. Tovs de irpvTdveLs tovs irpvTavevovras rov Mouvtxtwws ii'qvbs 
bovvai wepl avrov rriv ^^ri^ov kt\. This is the only example in Attic 
inscriptions where the month of service of the prytaneis is given. 
As the phrase rj wpwrr} kKKk-qala always means the next meeting of 
the assembly, we may infer that this decree was passed on the 
last prytany meeting in Elaphebolion. Since we know from /.(?. 
IP, 662 that the last prytany meeting in Elaphebolion was held 
on the last day of the month, we have here additional proof that 
these two decrees were passed on the self-same day. It is ap- 
parent that the name of the tribe which was to hold the prytany 
for the coming month, was not yet known, else it would have 
been given. The order in which each tribe held the prytany 
was not determined at the beginning of the year, as was formerly 
believed. Nicklin {Journal of Philology j 24, p. 76) first suggested 
that the succeeding prytanizing tribe might have been chosen by 
lot at the end of the term of office of each retiring prytany, and 
Ferguson has developed the proof of this {Athenian Secretaries ^ 

1 For the history of the years 295-282 and the dates of the archons in this 
period see 'Athenian Archons from 294-262 b.c.', which is to appear in 
Classical Philology^ July, 1914. 

2 It is possible that 652 and 654 belong to the same year and for some 
reason the restriction was not imposed in that year. These decrees form 
the only exceptions during the period of independence between 288 and 
280 B.C. 

4 
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pp. 19 ff.). He has clearly shown that when the phrase tovs 
IT pvravevovT as jjiera ttjv detva 4>v\rjv was used, the decree was passed 
at the last meeting of the prytany and the tribal name was 
always that of the prytanizing tribe at the time. When the 
formula tovs TrpvTavas tovs ttjs delvos (j)v\rjs was used, the name was 
also that of the prytanizing tribe, and the decree belonged to 
one of the earlier meetings of the prytany. The name of the 
tribe succeeding to the prytany was never given and this implies 
that it was never known. The lot for the following prytany 
could not have been drawn on the first day of the incoming 
prytany as there is one example of a prytany meeting on the 
first day of its term (7.6. 11^, 649). It does not seem possible 
that the necessary preliminaries could have been arranged in 
a single day, and it is probable that the drawing was the last 
item of business at the last meeting of the retiring prytany. 

L. 27. TOVS OeafJLodeTas elaayayelv aurcS ttjv doKLfxaalav kt\. The 
first appearance of such a formula in decrees conferring citizen- 
ship is found in 334 B.C. (/.(?. IP, 336; 358 is probably contem- 
porary, as its formulae are identical and there is no other period 
in which such a combination is found). When the restriction in 
the right of enrolment was introduced later (apparently ca. 
332 B.C.), the scrutiny before the public courts seems to have 
been abandoned. It was required once in the years 321-319 B.C. 
{LG. IP, 398), although none of the other decrees of citizenship 
in this period contain the clause (cf. LG, IP. 385, 392, 393, 394, 
395) . From this we might conclude that this mode of procedure 
was revived towards the close of the oligarchical regime {ol ev rg 
6Xt7apx^a ^o\iTev6ii€voL LG. 11^, 448). At any rate the scrutiny 
by the thesmothetae seems to have been abolished on the resto- 
ration of the democracy, for the provision does not occur again 
in decrees of citizenship until the close of the century. The only 
decree of this class between 318 and 306 b.c. is LG, IP, 448, which 
merely restores to Euphron the citizenship which was taken away 
from him by the oligarchy. This gift is on the same terms as be- 
fore, and no scrutiny is required. During the years 317/6 — 302/1 
B.C. the scrutiny of the gift by the thesmothetae was not required 
while the Tafxias tov Swov was the officer who paid for decrees 
(/.(?. IP, 508, 558, 576, 577). When he was replaced by 6 kwl 
TTj dLOLKTjaa in 303/2 (see note on line 36) the regulation was 
again introduced, probably in order to limit the more or less in- 
discriminate giving which had prevailed in preceding years. It 
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is probable that this provision was adopted by the party un- 
friendly to Demetrius in 303 B.C. and, like the other innovations, 
was unchanged by him when he reestablished his authority. 
At any rate, the scrutiny of the gift was required in the month 
Metageitnion in 302/1 b.c. (7.G. IP, 507). We cannot tell 
whether the regulation was still retained on the statutes by the 
moderate democrats who came into power after the battle of 
Ipsus, for there are no decrees extant from 301 to 296 B.C. which 
confer the gift of citizenship. In 295/4 B.C. all restrictions in 
regard to the choice of tribe, deme, and phratry were removed, 
but the thesmothetae were ordered to. bring their scrutiny of 
the gift of citizenship before the assembly. Until new evidence 
is forthcoming we cannot decide whether these changes in the 
laws were due to the legislation of the moderates in 301/0 or to 
that of the party which came into power on the fall of Lachares. 
It is reasonable to suppose that the scrutiny was adopted as 
a substitute procedure when the restrictions in regard to the 
enrolment of aliens as citizens were removed. The thesmothetae 
retained this right of scrutiny at least until 272/1 B.C., even 
though the restrictions of enrolment were revived again at some 
unknown point in 288/7 B.C. The following decrees belong to 
the years 295-272 b.c: /.(?. IP, 646, 648, 652, 654, 663, 667, 682. 
Since all the honorary decrees within these limits have the 
formula, we may assume that its use was constant throughout 
the whole period from 295-272 b.c. From the evidence at hand 
we cannot definitely exclude the years 301-295 b.c. as a possible 
date for the new inscription, while, on the other hand, there is 
no possible objection to dating it in the years 289/8-282/1 b.c. 

The purpose of this scrutiny by the thesmothetae is nowhere 
defined. It was probably an examination into the merits of 
the case, to determine whether the services to the state were 
worthy of such a reward, rather than to ascertain the property 
qualifications of the recipient. In the case of public benefac- 
tions, such as gifts of grain or money, such an enquiry by the 
impecunious state would be most incongruous. But as the reg- 
ulation to prevent the indiscriminate conferring of citizenship, 
a protective measure of this kind would serve the purpose well 
The recurrence of the phrase SoKLfxaala rrjs do^peds supports this 
view (/.(?. IP, 646, 654, 667; possibly I.G. IP, 706). 

L. 29. orav irXrjpcoaLV tcl drj/JLoata dLKaarrjpLa, This is the only 
occurrence of this variation of the regular formula and is most 
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important in that this is the only bit of evidence which proves 
that the public courts dealt with this subject. The usual expres- 
sion is orav Tpoorov T\r]po!)aLV 8LKaarr]pL0v els eva /cat TrevTaKoaiovs St/ca- 
(Tras {I,G, II, 395, etc.). The variation elaayayelv . . . els to 
dLKaarripLov is also common (/.G. IP, 646, 654, etc.). The plural 
dLKaarripLa, without the definite article, is found four times (LG. 
IP, 646, /.(?. II, 396, 402, II, 5, 407 b.). An expression similar 
to that found in this decree occurs in Aristotle ('A^. IIoX. LIX, 5), 
where amongst the various duties of the thesmothetae we read 
Kal eTLKKrjpovaLV tols dpxctts ovtol tol dLKaarrjpua ra tdta /cat ra drjfJioaLa, 

L. 30. oToos with the subjunctive without av is rare in final 
sentences in Attic decrees. (Three examples in the fourth cen- 
tury, 5 in the third, 8 in the second, Meisterhans, op, cit.j p. 253.) 

LI. 31-32. It is also possible to restore aTro\i}\l/ovTaL dcopeas. 

L. 35. This inscription was apparently set up in the precinct 
of Aglaurus. No other restoration seems possible, h *Ayopa 
does not suit either the aroLxv^ov arrangement or the testimony 
of the stone, which seems to have a bar of the lambda still pre- 
served, ev 'Ay\avpov is the only possible restoration, but there 
is no other inscription known to us which was set up in this 
precinct, and there is no apparent reason why this decree should 
be placed there. It is still more puzzling to determine why 
the stone was brought up from below for this wall when it is 
clear from the inscriptions (ten in all), broken fragments of 
architecture, sculpture, reliefs, etc., which make it up, that there 
was plenty of material on the Acropolis already. One is tempted 
to believe that a portion of the Acropolis was itself sacred to 
Aglaurus — possibly near the stairway which led to the lower 
precinct. At any rate, if the stone was carried up from below, 
the location of the sanctuary near the cave of Pan and the western 
stairway (Weller A, J. A, 1908, p. 68) seems much more reasonable 
than the site below the Erechtheum (Judeich Topographie von 
Athen, p. 272), 

L. 37. Tovs erl TTf 8LOLK7]aeL, The restoration is certain since 
the stoichedon arrangement requires it, and portions of the sigma 
of the article still remain on the stone. The phrase erl rfj 8L0LKr]aeL 
appears in inscriptions first in LG. 11^, 463 (307/6) Wachsmuth, 
Die Stadt Athen, Vol. 1, pp. 615-6; Ferguson, op, cit,, p. 113). 
Habron, the son of Lycurgus, is named as the officer eirl rfj 
dLOLKrjaec and happens to be the only one whom we know by name. 
Whatever his duties in 307/6 b.c, they do not interfere with 
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those of the rafxLas rod 8r]fxov who pays for the recording of 
the decree. The latter officer still retained this duty at least 
as late as 305/4 (/.(?. IP, 478, 479), and it is probable that 
he was not displaced until some time during, or at the end 
of, 303/2, as /.(?. IP, 558 was not passed until this year since 
the formula regarding the value of the crown in this decree 
has the phrase /card tov vbfxov, I.G, 11^, 488, line 26, may be 
restored as follows: [tov ewl rg diomrjaei: A] A[A: 8paxfJi>cLs as 
well as with the phrase [rafxiav tov 8i]iJLov]. This inscription 
therefore cannot be used as evidence one way or the other. 
The next datable inscription shows that the steward of the people 
was displaced by the officer in charge of the administration in 
the month Anthesterion in 302/1 B.C. {I.G. 11^, 500, cf. OIkovoiws, 
'E(j). 'Apx. 1910, pp. 401 ff.). But he again is displaced by 6 
Tafxias tov drjfxov in the month Scirophorion of the same year (I.G. 
IP, 505). This change of officers in the same year is unusual, 
but this was a season of peculiar storm and stress in Athenian 
politics, and such changes are to be expected with the changing 
complexion of the party in control of the government (cf . Fergu- 
son, Klio, V, pp. 155-179). It is probable that we should date 
the first disappearance of the ra/itas tov SrjfjLov in 303/2 as a part 
of the reforms instituted by the party in opposition to Demetrius 
which gained control of the government during his absence in the 
Peloponnese (cf. Ferguson, Priests of Asklepios, pp. 141-2). The 
new party was soon forced out and Demetrius reestablished Strat- 
ocles at the head of affairs. He made no changes in the election 
of officers, however, and the officer ewl ttj dtoLKrjaei continued to 
pay for the cost of decrees for the short remaining period of 
Demetrius' control of Athens. Towards the close of 302/1 b.c. 
there is a return to the old order of things, for we find the rajutas 
TOV drjjjLov reinstated and this officer paid the cost of the decree 
(I.G. II, 505). This is the last appearance of the Tafxlas tov drjiiov 
in the inscriptions. The political creed of the party which re- 
lieved the minister kirl ttj bioiKi](jeL of the expenses in connection 
with the public records at the end of 302/1 can only be conjec- 
tured. Since no reference is made to Demetrius in J.G. IP, 505 
we may reasonably infer that the party was not friendly to their 
former overlord, and it is probable that they gained the leader- 
ship shortly after Demetrius left to join Antigonus. Though they 
changed the duties of the minister of the administration, they 
were not strong enough to maintain their position, and in 
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the following year Stratocles was apparently reestablished. 
At any rate he was mover of the decree on the twenty-eighth 
of Metageitnion in 301/0 B.C. (LG, IP, 640). This implies his 
return to the leadership. Whether he made any changes in the 
financial boards or not is uncertain, since evidence is lacking. 
His tenure of office, however, was brought to an abrupt close by 
the battle of Ipsus and the defeat of Demetrius. The moderate 
democrats who then came into office proceeded to revise the con- 
stitution in a thorough manner (Ferguson, Hellenistic Athens, pp. 
124 fif.). We cannot tell whether these changes were put into 
effect immediately after the battle of Ipsus or at the beginning of 
the next year, but it is probable that they were made at once. 
At any rate the rafxlas rod drjfxov was replaced by a board and never 
reappears in inscriptions again. In the year 299/8 we find that 
the cost of the inscription was paid by 6 kleraarris koI ol TpirrhapxoL 
{LG, IP, 641, 643). These officers were apparently assigned 
this duty in 301/0 B.C. by the moderate democrats and continued 
to perform it probably until the administration of Lachares in 
295 B.C. It is not clear whether Lachares made any changes in 
the administration of financial affairs. The decrees passed during 
his regime are too fragmentary to determine the point. It would 
be reasonable to assume that he would prefer to vest the adminis- 
tration in the hands of an individual rather than a board. After 
Athens fell in the spring of 294 and a pro-Macedonian party came 
into power, we find that the minister of the administration pays 
for the cost of the decree -while the exetastes and trittyarchs allot 
the money for a statue (/.(?. IP, 646; cf. 648). These officials and 
their duties may be a survival from the previous regime, but it 
cannot be proved as yet.^ There is no evidence that any change 
was made at the end of the year 295/4 and it is practically certain 
that these officers remained in power until the fall of Demetrius 
and the revolt of Athens in 288. When the democracy returned 
to power in that year (Tarn, Antigonos Gonatas, p. 92), they 
recalled Demochares from exile and probably made him the 
chairman of the college, ol erl rfj dtoLKrjaety which they reestablished. 
In all the decrees during the democratic regime this board allots 
the funds (/xepio-at) for recording and setting up the inscriptions. 
We may safely assume, therefore, that the college existed con- 
tinuously from 288 to 280/79 b.c. 

1 Ferguson, (* Athenian Politics of the Early Third Century,' Klio, V, pp. 
171 ff.) treats this period somewhat differently. 
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Since there is no evidence for the college ol kwl rfj bioiKi]au in 
301-295 B.C., we cannot date the new inscription in that period 
without revising the history of the financial boards at that time. 
On the other hand, there is ample evidence for the existence of the 
college in 288-0 b.c. The history of this board gives the strongest 
support yet found for dating /.G. IP, 663 in the later period. 

L. 37. The usual phrase to yevSfxevov avako^fxa was not added 
by the stonecutter. There is no trace of any letters after diOLKrjaeL. 

The reference to King Lysimachus in lines 2 and 17 dates 
this decree in the years 301/0-295/4 or 288/7-282/1 b.c/ 
By studying the various formulae in the body of the decree, 
we are practically compelled to assign it to the later period. 
If we should date the inscription in the earlier period, we must 
assume that the restrictions of registration in gifts of citizenship 
were not removed in 301 but continued to exist and were abol- 
ished somewhere between 297 and 295 b.c. and that this abolition 
was not due to party changes. While the restriction was still 
in effect, the donixaala of the gift was added. But it is much 
easier to believe that the latter was required only when the 
former was abolished, as seems to be the case in 295/4. Still 
greater difficulty is introduced into the history of the board ewl rfj 
dLOLKrjaei if the decree is assigned to the earlier period. We must in 
that case assume that the board ol kwl rfj dtoLKrjaeL was established 
in 301/0, and shared the functions of the board which is called 
6 e^eraaTTjs /cat ol rpLrrhapxoi in some ill-defined way during the 
following five years, for in the new inscription the former board 
allots (ixeplaaC) the cost of the inscription, while in LG. IP, 641 
(299/8) the latter officers pay (8ovvaL) the expenses. Such a con- 
fusion of duties might be justified from the history of the year 
302/1 B.C. but would lack warrant in the later period, because 
there were no political upheavals at that time to explain the 
change. Furthermore, we should need to assume that the officer 
6 em Txi diOLKrjaeL was reestablished under the administration of 
Lachares, and that the plural board came back into power again 
in the following year. The accumulative evidence of these 
formulae tends to establish the date of this inscription within 
the years 288/7-282/1. At this point the evidence of LG. IP, 
662 becomes available for a more exact dating. The similarity 
in subject matter and in wording is so great that there can be 
no doubt that they belong very close together. From the frag- 

1 Ferguson, op. cit. pp. 144 fif., cf. Classical Philology ^ 1914, I.e. 



184 ALLAN C. JOHNSON 

ment preserved of /.(?. IP, 662, it is seen that the decree was 
passed on the thirtieth day of the ninth pry t any on the thirtieth 
day of the ninth month. Month and prytany therefore coincide 
and we may make the following restoration: 

[ctt' apxovTOs eirl ttjs Ke/c]po7rt(5os evdrT^s tt- 

[pvraveias 'E\a(l>7]l36XLOovos evei /cat] j'eat rpiaKoarei 
[rris TTpVTaveLas ktX,] 

If we exclude the earlier period, there is only one name in the 
later years which can be restored and that is Diodes. Professor 
Kirchner, in dating /.(?. IP, 662, assigned it to the archonship 
of Menecles restoring em MeveKXkov instead of ewl MeveKXkovs. 
While this spelling can be justified, we do not believe that this 
date can be accepted. In the spring of 272 Lysimachus had 
already murdered his son, and the whole civilized world, shocked, 
repudiated his friendship and alliance. Athens could not have 
been any exception. She turned to Asia for help against Antig- 
onus, and perhaps dreamed that her island kingdom might yet 
be won back in a measure (Classical Philology, 1914, Lc). The 
cordial relations between Lysimachus and Athens indicated in 
/.(?. IP, 662, 663 do not accord with the situation at Athens 
as we understand it in 282. It is very doubtful if the archon 
Menecles is correctly dated by Kirchner in 283/2. The point 
is disputed but probably he should be placed in 281/0. In that 
case Lysimachus was dead long before the decrees were passed.^ 
A third argument against dating LG. IP, 662 in the archonship of 
Menecles is found in LG. IP, 664. If the latter inscription be 
restored, no arrangement of prytanies can be found to agree with 
the scheme given under LG. IP, 662 — unless we assume a viola- 
tion of the stoichedon arrangement. All these considerations 
are to be urged against dating LG. 11^, 662 in 283/2 in the 
archonship of Menecles. There is none to be urged against 
placing this and the new decree in the archonship of Diodes. 
The stoichedon arrangement, the formulae employed, the arrange- 
ment of the prytanies, and the historical content of the inscrip- 
tions all point to the archonship of Diodes. Both of these 
inscriptions were passed accordingly on the thirtieth day of 
Elaphebolion in the year 288/7 b.c. 

^ Allan Chester Johnson. 

Pbinceton. 

1 For a discussion of this whole problem see Classical Philology, 1914, l.c, 
I have no new arguments to add, and to avoid repetition I refer those in- 
terested in the subject to the proof given there. 



